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Dear Sylvie, 


TMe peat Htdnesdpy I wes given e set of proofs of "Oounterplot". 
i h.afin*t boui;^t tt^ boo'c bocouo© I felt I couldn’t sfford to end tied Ijsvi 
no revelation of its contents froa anyone. Yesterday evening, with e few 
free moments, i began to glance at it. I was fascinated, so tKjfore retiring and 
this noming 1 i»i finished ^and annotated) It, 


Bpstein is a gentiinely corrupt man. Eis dishonesty is aa sincere 
es only honesty can he in decent people. I am satisfied that he ints'nded to 
exploit you and your good name, that hia intention was entirely different 
than yours in reading the book. He eamiot possibly Inive been concerned with 
accuracy, in drawing upon your ac—lncluslvi? knowledge of the feet. Hls^ lu .ent 
was meeoly tc hi able to trade upon hla nsM, to make it aeeta a a though you 
vouched for the accuracy of what he wrote, ^his, obviously, you dia not and could 
not ik>. So is a sliisy one. 


Unfortunately, you ai^* the only one of Oerriaon’s original critics 
whose motives are beyond question, ^ou will find, ^ sm certain, as long did, 
that the others all had sneclal interests or angles and were less then honest 
or even correct (when there need hove been no error). 


% purpose if. writing is to assure you that ae it relates to me I am 
without hlttemeas for I do not and cannot believe you were or would be part 
of an intent to defame or libel mo. 


I iiove written Aaron Aaher and enclose e copy of that letter. 


If others do not understend or believe, nyou do know that those of 
us who really seek the truth look at ell sides and try to. The incident of 
the ^'h^omley picturee ?rvd the Kewcomb Dieno was not in any sense denignod to 
frsiufi ^homley and It certainly had the opposite result. It was an 
to laam whether it was poaaible for •‘■hornley to have paasod as Oswald. And 
it was accompanied by an effort to alert homley to the position he was In, 
possibly innocently, end an uninhibited offer to help him. 


Reference to the '^hornley-Llfton efildavit my not be ^ear to you, 

1 do not know "hat ttiat sick nan Idfton h^ told you, ait got Thornley to 

execute an affidavit that amounts to the framing of Heindell that he and 
Epstein charge Gcrrlson with end he sent thet affidavit to Gerrlaon. If my 
recollection Is not fla-t^d, he wrote the effidavi^ If it is no credit to 

Garrison that ha considered acting on this affidavit (the argument can be ms e, 

but he didn't), it Is less credit to Lifton for being part of this end cen 
Epstein’s handling of It be condemned enough? 

Unfortunately, you had little or no way of knowing how permeating 
the Hew Orleans error is in "Counterplot”. In tbs finest and unnecessary 

^for his purposes) detail, Epstein prefers to be wrong on xset. xt io ® 
thorough, X cannot believe it is accidental. More, because o. - 

some of it and because of the numerous instances of whet seem to ^ 

Mf/elng cS.*ull, l«d. I think thin hook In Itnelf C. 

he Is, tor *om or with In no Inijl i«u8tn.resUT 

a^est wLk^^kj^much ^^^0 mnecLeeryl Ifeka no mistake about it. 
in so .ithoit nonnolnnoB «et W- »» unnnunll, the 

I suspect, he also finds it profitable, tnere uu 

end of thet career. Hurriedly, 



